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other cases.
Indirect Impact on Civilian Fuel Cycle Risks. This "substitution" option sends a variety of signals. Parties interested in maintaining the momentum of commercial reprocessing might view the approach as a fundamental threat to the plutonium fuel cycle (particularly if the option of shutting down civilian reprocessing entirely is considered). Critics of the use of separated plutonium fuels might see an approach that tied disposition of weapons plutonium to continued large-scale MOX operations as irrevocably confirming MOX plans that might otherwise be canceled, and as conferring the political legitimacy of disarmament on MOX operations.
Cost. In this option, a variety of parties would probably demand financial compensation for the materials used or the disruption of previous plans. Russia would probably insist on financial compensation for plutonium used abroad in this way, making it effectively a plutonium purchase arrangement similar to the HEU deal. The reprocessors whose contracts would be delayed or canceled would probably also require compensation, perhaps by means of continued payments on the existing contracts (since those who were to receive plutonium would still be receiving plutonium without reprocessing). Delaying reprocessing of a decade's worth of spent fuel would require additional spent fuel storage at either reactor or reprocessing sites. All told, the subsidy required to financially compensate all the relevant parties might be comparable to the subsidy required to burn plutonium in LWRs that would otherwise burn LEU, discussed above.2
27
ES&H. As with safeguards and security, the net additional ES&H burden would probably be smaller than that for other options, since the weapons plutonium would displace commercial plutonium that would be used in any case. As with other options, there would be some ES&H risks involved in the processing of the pits to oxide, and steps to minimize the risks of accidents during the international shipment would be required. But there might also be some ES&H benefits: workers at MOX fabrication facilities, for example, would be exposed to lower radiation doses from weapons plutonium than they would have been from reactor-grade plutonium, and adding a decade or more to the time spent fuel would be stored prior to reprocessing would reduce the radioactivity of the fuel when it was eventually processed.
27 Under a financing scheme put forward by the Natural Resources Defense Council, money from MOX-burning electric utilities that would have been paid, under existing reprocessing contracts, for reprocessed civilian plutonium would instead be divided between (1) paying a fair rate of return to the investors in commercial reprocessing plants that would not be operated and (2) paying Russia for its weapons plutonium. The option, in this concept, would not require subsidies beyond those already being paid for reprocessing and MOX use. Additional subsidies would probably be required, however, forhe basic concept, and even if agreement on such a far-reaching step could be reached, doing so would almost certainly be time-consuming, delaying
